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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

2. Claims 1 and 20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

As to claims 1 and 20, the claims recite the limitation "storing the received 
message when the received message is processing data". However, it is unclear exactly 
how the received message could process data. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

3. 35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of 
matter, or any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the 
conditions and requirements of this title. 

4. Claims 1-5 and 8-19 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. 

Though a message is being received, analyzed, stored, and transformed, the 
invention as claimed is non-statutory because there is no useful result. Nothing is being 
done with the transformed received message. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 
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5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(e) the invention was described in (1) an application for patent, published under section 122(b), by 
another filed in the United States before the invention by the applicant for patent or (2) a patent 
granted on an application for patent by another filed in the United States before the invention by the 
applicant for patent, except that an international application filed under the treaty defined in section 
351(a) shall have the effects for purposes of this subsection of an application filed in the United States 
only if the international application designated the United States and was published under Article 21(2) 
of such treaty in the English language. 

6. Claims 1-6, 8, 10-12, 14-20, 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) as being 
anticipated by Merrick et al . (US Patent 7,028,312). 

As to claim 1 , Merrick et al . teaches a method for data communication between 
processing machines (see Abstract), comprising: 

Receiving a message produced by a first processing machine at a database 
server, the message being transmitted via socket protocol (see 13:66-14:19 and 16:48- 
64); 

Analyzing the received message in the database server (see 16:48-64); 

Storing the received message when the received message is processing data 
(see 16:48-64; it is inherent the message will be stored during the extracting process); 
and 

Transforming the received message into a database instruction when the 
received message is an instruction (see 16:48-64). 
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As to claim 2, Merrick et al . teaches wherein the message produced by the first 
processing machine includes a header formatted to identify whether the message is a 
database instruction (see 17:32-56). 

As to claim 3, Merrick et al . teaches wherein analyzing the received message in 
the database server includes analyzing the header of the message to determine if the 
message includes the database instruction (see 16:48-64 and 17:32-56). 

As to claim 4, Merrick et al . teaches wherein transforming the received message 
into a database instruction when the received message is the database instruction 
includes dynamically identifying an SQL instruction (see 16:48-64). 

As to claim 5, Merrick et al . teaches further comprising executing the instruction 
to produce a result (see 16:65-67). 

As to claim 6, Merrick et al . teaches further comprising sending the result to the 
first processing machine (see 16:65-67). 



As to claim 8, Merrick et al . teaches wherein the database server includes 
processing by a daemon (see 16:48-64, 18:29-39). 
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As to claim 10, Merrick et al . teaches wherein the message produced by the first 
processing machine is transmitted to the database server as data included in the 
message that is produced (see 16:48-64, 17:32-56). 

As to claim 1 1 , Merrick et al . teaches wherein the message being transmitted via 
socket protocol includes being transmitted via TCP/IP protocol (see 13:66-14:19). 

As to claim 12, Merrick et al . teaches a system for communicating data between 
processing machines comprising: 

A database server (see 13:66-14:19); 

At least one processing machine capable of communicating with the database 
server via a socket protocol (see 13:66-14:19); 

A network for coupling the at least one processing machine to the database 
server (see 13:66-14:19); and 

A daemon included within the database server, the daemon capable of 
determining if a message received from the at least one processing machine is a 
database instruction (see 16:48-64 and 18:29-39). 

As to claim 14, Merrick et al . teaches wherein each of the at least one processing 
machine includes a corresponding operating system (see 13:66-14:19. It is inherent that 
a functional computer have an operating system). 
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As to claim 15, Merrick et al . teaches wherein the corresponding operating 
systems (see 13:66-14:19. It is inherent that a functional computer have an operating 
system). 

The remainder of the claim is optionally recited, and thus bears no patentable 
weight. 

As to claim 16, Merrick et al . teaches wherein a header of the received message 
includes an identification of the message as including the database instruction (see 
16:48-64 and 17:32-56). 

As to claim 17, Merrick et al . teaches wherein the daemon executes dynamic 
language compiling (see 16:48-64). 

As to claim 18, Merrick et al . teaches wherein the dynamic language compiling 
includes SQL language compiling that has the capability of converting the message to 
an SQL instruction (see 16:48-64). 



As to claim 19, Merrick et al . teaches wherein the at least one processing 
machine is capable of communicating with the database server via a TCP/IP protocol 
(see 13:66-14:19). 
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As to claim 20, Merrick et al . teaches a method for data communication between 
processing machines, comprising: 

Receiving a message produced by a first processing machine at a database 
server (see 16:48-64), the message being transmitted via TCP/IP protocol and socket 
protocol (see 13:66-14:19), a header of the message being formatted to identify 
message as a database instruction, if the message is a database instruction (see 16:48- 
64); 

Analyzing the header of the received message through dynamic language 
compiling at the database server (see 16:48-64); 

Storing the received message when the received message is processing data 
(see 16:48-56; it is inherent the message will be stored during extracting process); 

Transforming the received message into an SQL instruction when the received 
message is an instruction (see 16:48-64); 

Executing the instruction to produce a result (see 16:65-67); 

Sending the result to the first processing machine (see 16:65-67). 

As to claim 22, Merrick et al . teaches wherein the message is transmitted to the 
database server as the data included in the message is produced in the first processing 
machine (see 16:48-64). 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



Application/Control Number: 10/749,974 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2164 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claim 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Merrick et 
al. (US Patent 7,028,312) in view of Birrell et al . ("Implementing Remote Procedure 
Calls"). 

As to claim 7, Merrick et al . teaches the method of claim 6. 

Merrick et al . teaches wherein the message was produced as a result of 
processing within the first testing machine (see 16:48-64) 

Merrick et al . does not explicitly teach the processing required the result to 
continue, and wherein the first processing machine receives the result set and resumes 
processing. 

Birrell et al . teaches the processing required the result to continue, and wherein 
the first processing machine receives the result set and resumes processing (see pages 
39-40, section 1.1, background. "When the procedure finishes and produces its results, 
the results are passed back to the calling environment, where execution resumes as if 
returning from a simple single-machine call"). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Merrick et al . by the teaching of Birrell et 
al., since Birrell et al . teaches "the idea of remote procedure calls is quite simple. It is 
based on the observation that procedure calls are a well-known and well-understood 
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mechanism for transfer of control and data within a program running on a single 
computer. Therefore, it is proposed that this same mechanism be extended to provide 
for transfer of control and data across a communication network" (see pages 39-40, 
section 1.1, background). 

9. Claims 9, 13, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Merrick et al . (US Patent 7,028,312) in view of Rossiter et al . (US Patent 
6,988,102). 

As to claim 9, Merrick et al . teaches the method of claim 8. 

Merrick et al . does not teach wherein the daemon monitors a predetermined 
socket for messages from the first processing machine. 

Rossiter et al . teaches wherein the daemon monitors a predetermined socket for 
messages from the first processing machine (see 6:33-37). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Merrick et al . by the teaching of Rossiter 
et al ., since Rossiter et al . teaches that "it is clearly desirable to provide a computer 
system that employs features that reduce the cost of maintaining the database system 
without having a negative impact on the ability of the computer system to perform its 
intended purpose" (see 2:37-42). Rossiter et al . also teaches "a general purpose UNIX 
operating system may have the following service modules ... INET Daemon" (see 6:25- 
27, 6:33). 
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As to claim 13, Merrick et al . teaches the system of claim 12. 

Merrick et al . does not teach wherein the daemon is capable of monitoring a 
predetermined socket for the message from a first processing machine of the at least 
one processing machines. 

Rossiter et al . teaches wherein the daemon is capable of monitoring a 
predetermined socket for the message from a first processing machine of the at least 
one processing machines (see 6:33-37). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Merrick et al . by the teaching of Rossiter 
et al ., since Rossiter et al . teaches that "it is clearly desirable to provide a computer 
system that employs features that reduce the cost of maintaining the database system 
without having a negative impact on the ability of the computer system to perform its 
intended purpose" (see 2:37-42). Rossiter et al . also teaches "a general purpose UNIX 
operating system may have the following service modules ... INET Daemon" (see 6:25- 
27, 6:33). 

As to claim 21 , Merrick et al . teaches the method of claim 20. 

Merrick et al . does not teach wherein the dynamic language compiling monitors a 
predetermined socket for messages from the first processing machine. 

Rossiter et al . teaches wherein the dynamic language compiling monitors a 
predetermined socket for messages from the first processing machine (see 6:33-37). 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the 
time the invention was made to have modified Merrick et al . by the teaching of Rossiter 
eta]., since Rossiter et al teaches that "it is clearly desirable to provide a computer 
system that employs features that reduce the cost of maintaining the database system 
without having a negative impact on the ability of the computer system to perform its 
intended purpose" (see 2:37-42). Rossiter et al . also teaches "a general purpose UNIX 
operating system may have the following service modules ... INET Daemon" (see 6:25- 
27, 6:33). 

Conclusion 

1 0. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Charles D. Adams whose telephone number is (571) 
272-3938. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 AM - 5:00 PM, M - F. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Charles Rones can be reached on (571) 272-4085. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Charles Adams 
AU2164 
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PRIMARY EXAMINER 



